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: Several years &go, Califoraia, along with o+£gr
states, discovered that there was a layering effect of ca»egor:ical"*

" procgraes,” botk siate and federal.. Xost prograss veres aimed at nn1gne%
populations--disadvartaged, ozl*ngnal, etc. This proliferation and YQ
zhe evaluaiior requiremsnts inherent im eack of the categorical R
efforts creazted problems of sufficienz ragnitade to wartant action o
Telieve scheol a*s"lczs. Throungh *ezora efforts sckools were .
Teguireéd <o prov’de';go;ough needs asseSsmenis of their papils to
develop placs in whichk tke various .funding sources could be brought
tcgether irnto a coheren:. whole 4o,2cet %the established needs of the .

studerts. While this reform xovemnnt has forged abead the proolem &
~epains ‘that there are still urigue evaluatior requirements for each :
.0of ZHe individual p-ograms. The problew arises of atteapting to nake
reasongble judgments about ‘he total effectiveness’ of a reform effort
aag yet having to meet &he Aeg1slat77°ly established requlrenents of

'unzqué fordizg Source evalnations. This dileanma presents itself: The |
kind of information policy makers need is not of the descriptive ‘
natufe, wvhick -has E;a1cal 54 cnarggzer1zed ar 2valmation, tut rather 3

=¥,

one which car yield inferemces abSu: conirasts between prograas. 2 2'-
soverent toward a “hyper-evaloation™ ‘wkich is more akin to. .. }¥_
e¥peripental or reseatch design is foreseen. (2C) i
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B Tee'subritle of this paper might logiczlly be, "Hard Times ‘Lezd
1% 2

to Bard Decisions.” You are 211 familiar with the evolution 'in
the past decade of the ewvaluaticn and accountavilisy movement
which was generated primlerily by passage of the elezentary and
secondary egducarion programs. In addition to trhese ongoing
requiremefits of reporting .to the federal gowerrment, in Califor-
mia we have had cer:zain developzents which hawe amplified the
problem. : -
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These developmeants can be called reform efforts. Several jeaxs
ago, we, z2long with other states, discovered that there was 2. .
‘layering effect of categorical programs., both state and federal.
The majority cof these programs were aimed at umique populations,
such’ as the disalvantaged, Bilingual--students with unique edu-
opziend] needs. This proliferation and the evaluation require-
ments inherent in each of the categorical efforts created prob-
lems of sufficient magnitude to warrant action to relieve school
districts. ° ' \ - ‘

- Among these problems were the proliferatiop of paper work and
the need to assess multiple programs that gere dealing with the
saime  pupil populations. A4n exfreme example is that in 2 single
v second grade classroom in one major metropalitan area, there
were seven separately funded programs, eagh with unique applica-
tion, program development anfl evaluation ¥ quirements. The
absurdity of such a situation is"self-evident. Three years ago
a group of prominent educators conceptualfzed the idea of a
- massive reform, beginning in the elementafy grades. This effort
- - - has bean Rnown as the Early Childhood Edufation Reform (ECE). I
T . purposely use the word 'reform' rather than program because ECE
attempts to make substdntial changes in the total education
program by not only insStituting. changes if instructional practices,
but also addressing the problem of . ffagmented efforts to assist
students. Under this reform concept schoolts are required to pro-
vide tHorough needs assessments of their pupil populations -to .
develop plans in which the vhrious funding sources can be brought
together -im¢o’a coherent whole to meet theé established needs of
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their sredents.  Thus, wdthin ECGE we see the conbinarion of —
iiingual edvcarion, tdqth federal and state, our own
Edpcaticnally Disadvanta Touth program, special rezdi 4 ‘.
prograxs, and certain ot¥ers als brought’ togErhet in a.tnified
eifort. While this mpderent Has forged atead, ond gained -

£ a2 practical view, thé problem regajuns thar there
t lustien requiremenzs for each of the indivi-
dual preograss. ' B — f"?ff' .

We £Iz8 curselwes cast 4nto rthe sitmarion of art pring fo make .-
reascnable judgrents about the #6ta¥ effectiveness of a reform
efiort and yet having o zmeet the.legislatively estatlished
requirezents of unique fumding sburée evaluations.

This effort rapidly becomes nonsensicdzl when yon1 consider two
evifent facts- (1) the -funding sources do not define as such a '
umigue instructional prograz  They are merely gyehicles by which -
éollars are transferred from ohe treasury’'to zandther, and {2) the
populations for whom ‘the programs are dgsigned are not umigquely

¢ifferent in the various schools in which the programs are igple-
zented. Because of the hard @money times, we are asked now to
‘make interprogram cozparisons--that is, to contrast effects of
one caregorical program with thoser of anocher, when in fact they
are impacting the same populationg and most probably using the
saze instructicnal interventions. Demands are made on 1s by the
legislature and regulatobry and control ‘2gencies in the name of
sound public policy, to determine the relative worth of the com-
‘Parable programs. 1Is the Miller-Unruh Reading Program more
effective or less effective than a reading program ‘funded by the
staze program for disadvantaged youth?

. N .
Under the historical mode of federally funded categorical programs,
dollars were apportioned on a formulaic basis. They werke-entitile-
ment programs. Districts were entitled to receive money, .
aod it still virruvally tzkes 2 felonious act on the part of a ,
gisirict not to get these doilags. No judgment of relative success
or failure is really necessary for these programs‘to be contirfued.
The state categorical programs however, are based on a contrary
view—_That is, fhese programs must demonstrate their effectiveness
if they are .to be continued. " Thus, in addition to the between or
interprogram comparisons, we now must make some juydgment about the
relatiye effectiveness of schools, Such a process is obviously

. frought with peril. Policy makers assume-that we are able ‘to make
a true evaluation--a complesely accurate ranking of effectiveness
from the greatest 4o the least--regardless of the pupil population,
the instruments involved, and all the intervening variables.

5 . - v .
The situation is not unlike that which occurs with regard to inter-
pretation of grade equivalent scores, when people know that John's

grade equivalent of 5.6 4is obviously superior to Jane's equivalent .

"of 5.5. g




- This misuhderstending leads to tig/;aet”bf =y litany of problems:“\
of zppropriate ipstrumentation 2egd analysis for use in evaluating
. and reporting results. Histerically, we have required g pre-post
procedure using norm-referenced tests. We are able 0 .take these
varicus test results and put then on a common metric such as a
standaré score,; which I believe is infinitely more sensible than -
. other scales. However, the problem of test content, the technical
- préblems—oi——aozms, and 2 myriad of others remzin to be contended .
' with:- ¥hat have we done to attempt to resolve these dilemmas?
' The first move was ©p go to a comsolidated application evaluation
and applicant agéncies could in one document apply for all categor-
0 ical funds. We moved to,a comsolideted evaluation where.in one
- docizzezt districts could- ort to us data necessary for analysis.
’ we issued guidelines to districts where one assesszent could be
i used for a wvariery of gateljorical programs. We are contemplating
. and weighing the merits of using oyr state assessment program as
che prime vehicle to collect common achievement information in thd
elementary grades. These provide partial solutions to the problem
but the tough guwestions have yet to bé answered.
We ‘seek che advice of various groups to help us in,the problem of
analysis and the presentation of appropriate information to the
body politic. I uyse the phrase "body politic' im thevbroadest
sense, since it is increasingly clear that we are bécoming cast
inzg a political mode. Every evaluation.report:becomes a political

’ docuzent, dnd its worth is therished by some and ridiculed by
others. The 'evaluation reports are not used as the sole input by
T whick broad policy decisions aréemade. Ewaluation reports are not

.based upon rigorous experimental dmsigns;- ye:r inferential state-
ments are demonstrated. These self-evident facis are difficult to
coz=pmieate. [ The evalvation commumity spends an inprdinate amountg
-of time guaiffying and issuing cdweats about evaluation reporting.
" . The net.effect is to reduce the credibility of evaluétiqp,reports}
7 P3 A 7

Scmehow the credibility of evalua®ion must be re-established.
Academic nit-picking as to the relative duperiority of amalytical
methods does not assist any agency in attempting to communicate

information to policy makers. _ )

h - Evaluators cannot agree on a design,'ﬁhe appropriate instrumenta-
' tion, or the appropriate znalytical procedure. Phillips, in his
"' paper, "When Evaluators Disagree," states the problem well. His
solution is to establish panels of éxperts with common philosophical
*  backgrounds. 1I'm not sure we can find five people who meet this
- criterion. . . .

C . The cogpetition for money will increase. Evaluations will be
’ ‘asked fo play an increasingly potent role in decisionJmakingR

. . This dilemma prgseﬁt&_'tseifz The kind of information policy makers
need--gr feel they nee is not qof this déscriptive nature, which
bas typidally characterized an evaluation, but rather one which -
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can yield inferences atvbut and contrasts bérween programs. I
see a movement glearly underwavy towards a "hfper-evaluation™
which transcends "the classical evaluation design and is moré
akin to an experizmental or résezrch design. -
I believe this maturation of efforr will yield usable results.
It will certainly demand = rigor. beyond mos'&’g)f our present
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